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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 4, 5, 8, 9-11, 13, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Beardsley et al., United States Patent Application Publication number 
2003/0131285, filed January 10, 2002. 

As per claim 1, Beardsley discloses a method for testing computing devices, comprising 
the steps of: providing a plurality of suites of test programs for access by a server, wherein a first 
suite and a second suite of said plurality of suites are respectively adapted to run on a first 
platform and a second platform (Beardsley, ^[33, where the suite is represented by the test 
packets for each group); storing a first execution agent that is adapted to run on said first 
platform and a second execution agent that is adapted to run on said second platform for access 
by said server (Beardsley, ^47-49, where each group is another platform and multiple groups 
exist);, coupling a first computing device and a second computing device of said computing 
devices to said server, wherein said first computing device is adapted to operate using said first 
platform and said second computing device is adapted to operate using said second platform 
(Beardsley, figure 2 and ^[4, where the client test machines are computing devices that operate in 
different platforms); installing no more than one test harness on said server to support execution 
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of said test programs by said first computing device and said second computing device 
(Beardsley, 1f43, where the autolab is the test harness); using said test harness packaging a first 
test object with said first execution agent for download to said first computing device in a first 
package and packaging a second test object with said second execution agent for download to 
said second computing device in a second package (Beardsley, f 44, where each test is packaged 
in a personalized test package for download); responsively to an instruction of said test harness 
downloading said first package and said second package to said first computing device and said 
second computing device, respectively (Beardsley, ^[44-45, where the tests are downloaded, 
based on group for execution by assignment to compatible computing devices); and concurrently 
executing a test program of said first package in said first computing device and a test program 
of said second package in said second computing device (Beardsley, f 3 and figure 2, where 
multiple computing devices execute simultaneously with multiple platforms). 

As per claim 4, Beardsley discloses the method according to claim 1, further comprising 
the steps of: displaying said suites as a hierarchy of identifiers of test objects corresponding to 
said test programs (Beardsley, ^[43, where the database displays a hierarchy of test identifiers); 
and responsively to said step of displaying, selecting said first test object from said first suite for 
execution thereof by said first computing device, and selecting said second test object from said 
second suite for execution thereof by said second computing device (Beardsley, |43, where all 
tests to execute in all groups are selected by the autolab component from this database). 
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Claims 5 and 8 are merely software implementations of the methods of claims 1 and 4, as 
mentioned above. Beardsley discloses the use of software implementations 1}25, and therefor 
claims 5 and 8 are rejected under the same grounds as those mentioned above. 

As per claim 9, Beardsley discloses a system for testing computing devices, comprising: 
a communication interface for coupling a plurality of said computing devices thereto for use in 
communicating with said system via said communication interface (Beardsley, 1J37-38); a 
memory (Beardsley, 1J25); a single test harness object stored in said memory (Beardsley, f43, 
where the autolab object is the test harness); a suite of test programs stored in said memory for 
execution by said computing devices that are coupled to said system (Beardsley, |42, where the 
suite of programs is stored in the database); a processor that accesses said suite and said test 
harness object, wherein said processor cooperates with said test harness object to download said 
test programs via said communication interface for execution by said computing devices coupled 
thereto (Beardsley, |37-38 and 1(44-45, which show the communication and download 
respectively), so that at least first and second computing devices among said plurality 
(Beardsley, figure 2) execute different first and second test programs from said suite (Beardsley, 
1(3 -4), and to receive messages via said communication interface from said computing devices 
with respect to execution of said test programs (Beardsley, 1J37-38 and 1J45), and to control said 
execution of said test programs in said suite based on said messages by communicating 
responses to said messages via said communication interface (Beardsley, f45, where results and 
tests are communicated); and wherein said first and second test programs are adapted to 
respective first and second platforms, and said first and second computing devices operate using 
said first and second platforms, respectively (Beardsley, 1(3 and figure 2). 
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As per claim 10, Beardsley discloses the system according to claim 9, wherein said first 
and second test programs are executed substantially simultaneously under control of said 
processor (Beardsley, Tf3 and T[52, which shows effort keep all systems simultaneously active). 

As per claim 11, Beardsley discloses the system according to claim 9, wherein said test 
harness object and said processor further cooperate to perform the steps of: accessing first and 
second execution agents (Beardsley, ^[43, where tests of various groups are accessed) that are 
adapted to said first and second platforms (Beardsley, |33, where each group represents a 
platform), respectively; and packaging said first and second test programs with said first and 
second execution agents, respectively for download to said first and second computing devices as 
first and second packages, respectively (Beardsley, ^[44-45, where tasks are packaged, assigned 
or downloaded, and executed). 

As per claim 13, Beardsley discloses the system according to claim 9, further comprising 
a graphical user interface in said processor for displaying said test programs as a hierarchy for 
selection of said first and second test programs therefrom (Beardsley, ^[33, where the developer is 
provided with a hierarchy of the group and the tests beneath the group, and then selects the tests 
to execute for which group). 

As per claim 14, Beardsley discloses the system according to claim 9, wherein said 
computing devices are coupled to said communication interface via a common test host 
(Beardsley, ^37-38). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 2, 3, 6, 7, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beardsley in view of Gavish et al., United States Patent Application Publication number 
2004/0153774, filed January 22, 2003. 

As per claim 2, Beardsley discloses the method according to claim 1, involving the first 
suite and second suite, but fails to disclose the additional limitations involving JAR files. 

Gavish discloses test suites that comprise platform-specific JAR files (Gavish, f 86, which 
shows platform-specific JAR files to allow execution of each MIDLet platform instruction). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the JAR files of Gavish in the invention of Beardsley. 

This would have been obvious because Beardsley discloses a desire to debug within a 
variety of platforms (Beardsley, f4), and Gavish discloses partitions based upon MIDLet 
(Gavish, ^J8- 1 0). Beardsley would have obviously benefited from the inclusion of this addition 
partition types by allowing support for a rapidly growing field of software platforms that need 
verification such as that provided by Beardsley (Gavish, ^jlO). 
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As per claim 3, Beardsley discloses the method of claim 1, involving the first and second 
packages, but fails to disclose the additional limitations of including JAR files in the packages. 

Gavish discloses tests that would include JAR files (Gavish, |86, which shows platform- 
specific JAR files to allow execution of each MIDLet platform instruction). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the JAR files of Gavish in the packages of Beardsley. 

This would have been obvious because Beardsley discloses a desire to debug within a 
variety of platforms (Beardsley, |4), and Gavish discloses partitions based upon MIDLet 
(Gavish, 1(8-10). Beardsley would have obviously benefited from the inclusion of this addition 
partition types by allowing support for a rapidly growing field of software platforms that need 
verification such as that provided by Beardsley (Gavish, IflO). 

Claims 6 and 7 are merely software implementations of the methods of claims 2 and 3, as 
mentioned above. Beardsley discloses the use of software implementations f25, and therefor 
claims 6 and 7 are rejected under the same grounds as those mentioned above. 

As per claim 12, Beardsley discloses the system according to claim 11, involving the first 
and second packages, but fails to disclose the additional imitations of including JAR files in the 
packages. 

Gavish discloses tests that would include JAR files (Gavish, f 86, which shows platform- 
specific JAR files to allow execution of each MIDLet platform instruction). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the JAR files of Gavish in the packages of Beardsley. 

This would have been obvious because Beardsley discloses a desire to debug within a 
variety of platforms (Beardsley, Tf4) 5 and Gavish discloses partitions based upon MIDLet 
(Gavish, ^{8-1 0). Beardsley would have obviously benefited from the inclusion of this addition 
partition types by allowing support for a rapidly growing field of software platforms that need 
verification such as that provided by Beardsley (Gavish, ^|10). 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure is provided on form PTO-892. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua A. Lohn whose telephone number is (571) 272-3661. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Scott Baderman can be reached on (571) 272-3644. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



SCOTT BADERMAN 
SUPERVISORY mtiNT EXAMINER 
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